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Royal Astronomical Society 1961 
 Ryle’s radio results that are supposed to confirm the big bang 
 Media embargo on results 
 Media break embargo, report that the “Bible was right” 
 The universe had a beginning 
 
Why was this so exciting? 
 
For two thousand years, the secular paradigm was that the universe was eternal 
 
In Western thought, it goes back to Aristotle 
 Matter is necessary and uncreated, therefore eternal 
 God could be counted on to organize that matter, but he didn’t create it 
 
Pagans subscribed to a cyclical universe 
 
An eternal / cyclical universe makes some sense from a purely observational point of view 
 We observe many cycles in nature 
 
In conflict with the Bible (Genesis 1:1) 
 
There were hints at linearity of time, starting with Augustine’s observation in the 4th century 
that the Bible has significant one-time events that will never repeat 
 
There are big problems with actual infinities — lead to absurdities 
Hilbert Hotel 
 
The argument raged on until it culminated in a sputter with Kant in the 18th century, who concluded that both sides 
could be argued for 
 (As WLC remarked, “So much for the power of reason!”) 
 
Some clever approaches to reconciling eternal view with Genesis, but none fully satisfying 
 Thomas Aquinas’ solution 
 Western thinkers had been debating the Ancient Greek view vs. the Genesis view for a  thousand years 
with no satisfying resolution 
 
The eternal view persisted 
Modern incarnation in steady-state cosmology  
 
Scientifically, the eternal edifice was beginning to crack in the 20th century 
 First, with Hubble and Lemaitre 
 Then Ryle 
 It would collapse completely in 1969(?) with Penzias and Wilson 
 (Religion quote from Penzias) 
 
1960s: Penzias and Wilson discover the CMB and effectively put the nail in the proverbial coffin for the eternal 
universe 
 
Nobody was more surprised than secular scientists, who hated the big bang 
 For obvious reasons 
 Quotes 
 
A few years later, the philosophical aspect of the question (eternal vs created) was taken up by philosopher WLC, 
who was then a PhD student at the University of Birmingham 
 



He “resuscitated” the Kalam Cosmological Argument, as he called it 
 “Kalam” means medieval theology in Arabic 
 
It goes like this: 
 
1. That which begins to exist has a cause 
2. The universe began to exist 
3. Therefore the universe has a cause 
 
The argument is so powerful that it’s frequently used in debates against atheists, who can’t escape from it 
 
The logic is airtight, so atheists mostly attack the premises (1 and 2) 
 
— 
 
Premise 1 
 
Atheists will point out that in the quantum world, some processes are random, e.g. the decay of a radioactive nucleus 
 
This is supposed to show that things can just pop into existence randomly, without cause 
  
But it doesn’t and they don’t 
  
It’s true that we can’t predict the exact timing of a radioactive decay, i.e. there’s an element of randomness 
 
However, this does not mean it’s causeless 
 
First, it’s not perfectly random, as it has a likelihood of occurring within a certain time, not just “whenever” (half life) 
 
Second, it does have a cause: the weak nuclear force and the condition of the parent nucleus 
 When there are too many protons, a nucleus is unstable 
 
A truly random, causeless creation would be a firetruck or a cheeseburger or a planet just popping into existence. 
Nobody ever argues for such things happening, but they do suggest that an entire highly-ordered universe with all of 
its mass-energy did! It’s absurd 
 
Premise 2 
 
This is where they have maybe a little more credibility in their attacks, but not much 
 
There are many attempts to undermine the uniquely creative nature of the big bang 
 
Return to eternity: 
 Physicists propose the cyclical model of bangs and crunches (doesn’t work) 
 Universe born from quantum foam (purely speculative) 
 Etc. 
 
But as Vilenkin pointed out recently, we’re stuck with a beginning 
 
There are philosophical arguments that severely undermine the idea of an infinitely old universe, but the scientific one 
for a finite universe is sufficient for our purposes 
 
— 
 
Which means we’re stuck with the supernatural 
 
Good news for Christians 
 
Most scientists implicitly accept the existence of the supernatural 



 
They offer the multiverse as an alternative; each has its own problems 
 
The best explanation for the cause is a personal cause 
 
The creative force behind the universe is beyond the universe - outside of space and time, the realm of matter and 
energy - and therefore is timeless and immaterial - and immensely powerful 
 
WLC: “uncaused, beginningless, changeless, immaterial, timeless, spaceless, and enormously powerful” 
 
Right away, that sounds like God 
 
But we can think about this some more. What else satisfies this description, minus the last item?  
 
Abstract objects, like numbers 
 
But abstract objects don’t cause things to happen. The number 7 doesn’t have any power to do anything. 
 
The best explanation is God 
 
BONUS DISCUSSION 
 
Infinities and absurdities 
 Hilbert Hotel 
 Infinite dominoes 
 Grim Reaper paradox 
 
Quantum gravity in the context of generalized 2nd law of thermo: the only way around a beginning is to assume the 
arrow of time flips the other way. But as the formulator of this theorem, physicist Aron Wall, points out, this is as much 
of a beginning to time as any other, and raises the same questions. 
	


